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TOKMARKS 

Applicants have amcnacd Claim 5 to correct atypograpbio error. The amendment of 

claim 5 is not made in response to the Examiners rejection of claim 5. 

The Examiner rejected claim. 1, 8 and 5 under 35 U.S.C §1020) a« being unpatentable 

ovcrMorishita ot al (USP 5,757,175), 

Tl^e Examiner rejected claims 2^. 13 and 16-17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Morishita et al. in view of Mancatis (USP 6.462,527). 

The Examiner ^.jectcd claims 5. 10. 1 2 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Morishita ct al. in viev. of Max^catis (USP 6,462.527) and Shyr ct al. (USP 

6,472897). 

The Examiner rejected clainis 1 1 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Morishita et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 6 and 1 9 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Morishita et al. in view of Stubbs el al. (USP 6,597,619), 

The Examiner rejected claims 7. 9 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as bding nnpatentable 
over Morishita et al. in view of Ngo ct al. (USP 5,942,934). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the 35 U.S.C. §102(b) and §103(a) rejections with the 

following arguments. 
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i*; uses 102 

As to claims 1. 8 and 15. the Examiner states that "Morisluta ct al. discloses in figure 7 a 
circuit, and a method thereof, comprising, comprising a current mirror (2.NT2) coupled to a 
tunnemrg leakage monitor (PT3.Pf4and circuit CVCin figure 6X the tunneling 

including a tunneling leakage xnonitoring device (in the CVC). the aurent mirror adapted to 
force a tunneling leakage current of the tunneling leakage device to a predetermined current 
value; a..d a voltage buffer (CMP and DT in figure 6) coupled to the leakage monitor, the voltage 
buffer adapted to geirerate an output voltage (INVCC) based on a voltage level developed aeix,ss 
the leakage monitoring device when the tunneUng leakage eunront is at the predetermined current 

Applicants contend that claim 1, as amended, is not anticipated by Morishita ct al. 
because Morishita ct al. does not teach each and every feature of claim 1 . As a first example 
Morishita et al. does not teach "a tunneling leakage monitor." As a second example. Morishita et 
al. docs not teach "said tunneling leakage monitor including a tunneling leakage monitoring 
device." As a third example. Morishita et al. does not teach "said current comprising only 
tunneling leakage current." Applicants respcclthlly point out that the circuit comprising PT3. 
PT4 and circuit CVC (current to volugc converter) in figure 6 of Morishita el al. cannot ftmction 
as "a tunneling leakage monitor" I nor do the CVCs of Morishita ct al. include "a tunneling 
leakage monitoring device" as the Exaimner alleges and Applicants claim 1 requires. 

Applicants have found only one example of the CVC ciraut in Morishita et al. and that 
In FIG. 19 and described in col. 4 lines 11-18 of Morishita ct al. which slates in part "CVC 
includes p-chaimel MOS transistors Pra...PRb andPRc connected in series between current 
output node ond the ground node." FIG. 19 of Morishita et al. clearly shows the gates ofPFETs 
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Pra. . .PRb and PKc coupled lo ground. Tho PlEls Pra. . .1 w> ao 

• „<■ .wpcPTs and thus Ml as resistors. The current flow liitooshltw 
biased in Ihc linear tegion of Ihe PFETs ano mus 

CVC from Vrof to ground is ovcrwhdnriogly a source to drdn current over three orders in 
„«,g„i.de great, than anypossiblele^aee^rrentthateould now to ground. Notonly is me 

currontthroughtheCVCnofoolytunnelingleak^ecurTenfaaApplic^ttsetain, 1 r«^ires,hu. , 
any leakage currenlthroughthescPFETswouldb. so smal.ap«cen.aBeof.o.a.eunc„tdu. the 
CVCwouldbc insensitive .ochangestaloal,agecurren,andisthusnotcapable.siuned«.i«g as 

"atunnelini current monitor" as Appplicants claim 1 requires. 

Applicant,, contend that claim 8. as amended, is not anticipated by Morishita et al. 
because Morishitaetal. does not teach eachandevery feature of elaiml.ForcampioMorishita 

caldoeauot teach "forcingacurrentofknownvaluoonlythroughadielectrie layer or. 
.unnclingeurrentlcakagemonitordevbe.oprevide.voltagesign.1." Applicants believe the 
a,g„n,en,sprovidcdsH,™wi.hrespeCtoclaiml areapplieabletocUimS. Punhcr, Applicants 
point out thatMorishitaCaLdoesnotmcntionUmncUtg currents »,d.hereforecaunothavc 
„«ieipa,edam«hodr.quirin,"rorci„gaeurrentotknownvalu.flTOUghaU.unelingleal=ago 

monitor device" as Applicants claim S rerjuires. 

Applicants contend that claim 15. as amended, is not anUcipatcd by Morishita et al. 
because Morishitactal. docs notteach each and every fca.areofelain.l5.Asanrst example 

Morishita etal, does not teach -a tunneling leakage monitor." AsasecondcamplcMorishilac. 
d. does not teach "said tunneling leakage monitor indudtog a tun^^ling leakage monitoring 
device." AS a third example. Morishita et al. does no. teach "said current comprising only 
,„.melingleak.gecurrent»Applic«.tsbelicvothc.,^mcn.sprovided™^™wi.hrespec.to 

cUiiais 1 and 8 are applicable to claim 15. 
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Based on .h. p..ccdtag Mju-nonts. ApplicaDB r«p«tfu11y m.in.am .ta. ctaims 1, 8 and 
,5»rc.»t™p..«..ablcovcrMorishiUctal.and»cincondi«onforanowa:Ke.Sinoecl.ims2. 

7 acp^d r»,n cairn .. cUi», 9-14 6^ ftom Calm 8 a»dCain« l«-20 depend fe. Cairn 
, 5 AppUca,>« rcspcctfuu, mainuin d«t Cauna 2-7. 9-14 and 16-20 are likewiae in condhlon for 



allowance. 
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"X^ use 6 t n^ Rejections 

AS to Claims 2. 3, 1 3 and 16. since claims 2 and 3 depend from claim 1, clauT. 13 depends 
from daim8andclai.x.l6ac^endslh>mclaiml5. which Applicants bavcargued.^^^^ 
unpatentable over Morishitactal.under35U.S.C.§l02(b).AppUcanU maintain that cla^^ 

13 a«d 16 are Ukewise not unpatcnlahlc over Morishila et al. in view of Mancatis under 35 

U.S.C. §l03(a). 

As to claims 5. 10. 12 and 18. since claim 5 depends from claim 1. claims 10 and 12 
dcpe^^d from claimSandclaimlSdepcnds from claim 15, which Applicants have argued .-^^^^^ 
to not beunpatentablcoverMorisMtaetal. under 35XJ.S.C.§102(b),Applicantsmain1ain that 

claims 5. 10. 12 and 18 arc likewise not unpatentable over Mortshita ct al. in view of Mancatis 
and furdier in view of Shyr ct al. under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), 

' Fuvlhcra.stoclaims5andlO,theExaminerhasstated«theinodifiedMorishitactal.'s 

reference shows all the limitations of the claim except for fose circuit controls the DAC. 

However Shyr et al.'s figure 1 shows fuse circuit 14 controls the DAC." 

Applicants respectfully maintain that the Examiner's argument with respect to Shyr ct al. 

is an improper modification of the secondary reference of Maniatis. The Exannncr argues that. 

U,c primary reference of Morishlta et al. discloses a current mirror. The Exan^er also argues 
that the secondary refeience of Maniatis has modified the primary reference of Morishila ct al. 
by alleging that Maniatis teaches or suggests current min^r (a DAC) including a.^ adjustable 
cun cnt source. The Examiner additionally argues that the secondary reference of Shyr et al. has 
modified the secondary reference of Ma^natis, by alleging that Shyr et al. teaches or suggests 
providing fuses to coxUrol the DAC of Maniatis. Applicants maintain that it is improper to argue 
thai a claim feature is taught or suggested by a secondly reference tluough modification of 
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ano^cr secondary ,ercr«o.If*oEx»«l«crcoaMn.o<.ifyas«ond«yrcf««.ccin.h= 
p^tog™nncr.menlhoBxamU«r»o»ldb.*ieto show tt.= o.is.c«eof any ol«na,tor 
fean.. of any cla.mm«..y by ch»iring.-moie..numbo.ofs«onda,y references «8=lhain 
.hoproeedi«gmanner.Aceording.y.AppHean«r«p=e.MIyn,.mUin.hatm.roiec.ionofc^^^^ 

sand 10nnder35U.S,C. 8,03(a)aro,n>p.cp>» a«d*o.1dbowiH.dra>™. Sinee ,he Exa„m« 
lu. not staledareasonforlher^eeiionotolalmlS. Applicant eon»nd,hoarg„n„en,™;,™wia. 

respcet lo elaiu,s 5 and is appUeablc lo data. 18 and the rejocUon of clln, 1 8 should be 

withdrawn. 

rutther, as lo data 12, the Examiner sUtes that "it is seen as an obvious design 
profemnce to sdect the enrrent oeiu»wn value is to be about equal to Ihe tunneling leakage 
euttu.. of a ™rs.<«c proeoss iutcgr«ed cinnut ehip dependent upon particular environment of 
use ,0 ensure optimum performance.." ApIUeants contend the Examiners r^ccUon is improper 
because there is no suggestion in the prior art to eombtae tire ref«enccs as v«,uired by Kars,^ 
MM. Corp. V. C/ev^W CVCo.. 242 F.3d 137^ 1385. 58 U.SM.2d 1286. 12M (Fed. Cir. 
2001) which states » In holdirrg an invention obvious in view of a combination ofreferenccs. 
there must be «>h,e suggesUon. moUva«on, or teadung in the pdor art that would have led a 
p=«on of ordinary skill in the art to select U» references and combino.h«« in the way that 
would produce the claimed invention." The aUeged motivation docs originate from prior art but 
has becnsuppliedbythcBxatnincr. Therefore mc Examiner has not established his prima facie 

ease of obviousness. Based on me p^ing arguments, Applicants respectfully mainuin. ha, 
elaimnisnot unpatentable over Morishitaet a., in view otM^eatis and further in vicwofShyr 

et al and is in condition for allowance. 
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Mto claim U,*cEx«ntacr«a1«ftar-MorisMUct.l.-^lorishi.a«.l.^f.g»r=s6a,«i 
7»towalUh=Hm,ia,>onsor.he claim »c.p.a,»s.«porperfom,ingab„m.inof.hc,«t.e««d 

circiot cWp «Hlo foreing ftc cu^ent of known «lu. a lunndiag cumat leakage 

„o™.ordevl«.IIowcvori.ia.o.orio„.l,«c«kno«ni„«»ar.U».bum.to.es.Ufo,«n^g 
oi™i.opera«c.p™pcrlyioahighvol.ag, condition." Applicant con-endMorishitaotal. 

does not .each .11 U,e limiMiona aUegcd by fto E«.mi«r ba«d on Applic».« argun-en. aopra 
vrilhrespocl u. the 35 U.S.C. §102 (b),cjec.ion of data. 8 liom winch clain. lUepends. 
Former, applieanU respec,n.lly inform Bx«niner tot any person of ordinanr skill in the m 
knows Stepurpose o£bnr..-in ia .0 K=celcrato fails no. «. ensure th. elrcui. operates a. high 

voltage* 

As to claim 14, the Examiner slates *Ht is inherent that the first value of the cu,Tont in a 
b.rn-inoperationof the integrated circuit is higher thanasecorui current value ina 
operationbeoause the supply voltage inabutn-in operation ishigher than the supply voltage ina 
nom.al operation." Applicants respect&lly inform the Exammer that any person of orainary skill 

in the are knows curreat in burn-in is not hifil.er than the current during normal operation and 
further theExaminer seems to have confused the current through the leakage deviceCheeu.^^^^ 

of Icnown value) with the cuirent drawn by the circuit during bum-in. 

As to claims 6 and 19, since claim 6 depends from claim I and claim 19 depends from 
elaim 15, which Applicants have argued^pra to notbeunpatentableoverMorishitaetalunder 

35 U.S.C. §102(b). Applicants maintain that claims 6 and 19 are likewise not unpatentable over 
Morishitactal. inviewofStubbs under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

As to claims 7, 9 and 20. since claim 7 depends firom claim 1 . claim 9 depends from 
claim 8 and claim 20 depends from claim 15. which Applicants have argued supra to not be 
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™p,.o..ab.= ov=rM«i.M..c,al.»ndor350.S.C.5102(b).Appfan.smata..inta.cUiu,s7^ 
20 a» 1ikewi« not unpalcnuble over Morishiu c. ... in view of Ngo e. al. ™d=r 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a). 

further, .he Examiners states ■•Morishiu e, al/.' iigurcs 6 and 7 show all .Nations of 
the elai^c^coptibrthe leakage n,onitordevieeisaga.eeapaeito,.However,Ngoetal/s.ig>..c 

2,howsavolta8C8eneratingcire.,tth.V.aBaeap.cUor(C.)eo«pW to the input ofthebuffcr 

oi.euit(OAl)in order to fltoring noise a,thei.putof.heb»ff.rci,euit.UiswcUknowninth. 

art that gate eapeitor is more compa«th». regular eapacitor.Therefore. it would havoboen 

obvious to one having ordinary skill in the ar.U.addaga.eeapacltoreoupled to a«input of 

Morishi.aetal.-abuff=reiroui.ror.hep«n.oseoffii,eringnoise.-n,ns..henewly«lded 

capacitor is part of the leakage monitor device. 

Applieanu contend that el.ims7.9and 20 are notobvionsh, view ofMorishitaetal. in 

view of Ngo et .1 because Morishita et .1. in view of Ngo et al. does not leaeh or suggest ev«y 
feature of elain,s7.9and 20. As a firs, sample. Morishita etaL in view of NgP et al. does not 
,e«=h or suggest ' Vherein said leakage monitor device U a gate capacitor." Applicants 
respcelMly point out the following Examiner errors: 

1 . There is no teaching in Ngo el al. that capacitor CI is a gate capacitor. 

2. Nago et .1. teaches in eol. 6 lines 40-41 that "capacitor CUs a 1 0 piorofomtd (read as 
picofarad) capacitor- which is of too large a value to be obtai«4 ftom a gate capacitor. 

3. The eap»>ilor CI of Nago et .1. is a mtoring capaeilo. whose purpose is to provide a 
eh.r8C,cservoirlbrarefere..e„ode.whiehbyitsverynatureisdesignednot,ot„„nclcnrrent 

across its diclecricsinceiritdid tunnel or ledtitwouldaltcr the voltage appcaHngontitetl^t 
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n\ of KTaffo et at were used to replace the gate capacitor of 
node. Therefore tlw capacitor CI of Nago ei ai. wcrv u=> 

Applicants invention, it would reader Applicants invention laon-fuaetional. 

4. AsinMashitactal-^cre is no mention of tunneling leakage current, no less gate 

tunneling leakage current in Nago el al. 

5 Applicants conteat that there is no noise to filter between the current mirror and 
voUagebufTerofAppUeants invention, tl^usthereisnoincenliveto combine therefe^ 

the puipose of "filtering noise" as the Examiner alleges. 

Based on thepreeedingarguments.AppUea.tsrespeetfuliymaintainthatclaims7.0and 

20is.,otunpatentablcoverMorishitaetal. in view of N go et aland are in condition for 
allowance. 
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rONCLUSION 

Based on Ihc preceding arguments. Applicants rcspectfiiUy believe that all pending 
^claims and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If Examiner believes thai anything fmther would behelpfiU to place the 
application in belter condition for allowance, Applicants invite the Examiner to contact the 
Applicams' representative al the telephone number Usted below. The Director is hereby 
authorized to charge and/or credit Deposit Account 09-0457. 



Respectfully submitted, 
FOR: Abadeerctal. 



Dated: 



Jack P. Friedman 
Reg. No. 44,688 
FOR: 

Anthony M. Palagonia 
Registration No.: 41,237 



3 Txar Jet Lane, Suite 20 1 
Schmciser, Olscn & Walts 
Latham, Now York 12110 
(518)220-1850 

Agent Direct Dial Number: (802)-899-5460 
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